We study the effect of likability on female and male team behavior in a lab experiment.
Introduction
A growing empirical literature documents significant gender effects in economic preferences and decision-making, thereby providing important explanations for persistent differences in labor market outcomes between women and men. 1 Seminal papers have identified, inter alia, differences in overconfidence, competitiveness, risk attitudes and negotiation style (Barber and Odean, 2001; Gneezy et al., 2003; Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007; Dohmen and Falk, 2011; Babcock and Laschever, 2003) . 2 In this paper, we document a new behavioral finding that to the best of our knowledge has not been identified or analyzed so far, and that offers a novel perspective on the determinants of gender differences in labor market outcomes.
The starting point for our study is the role of likability in social interactions. In many economic situations we deal and interact with others, who we either like or don't like. Suppose, for example, that you work on a small team project, together with some colleague who you are expected to cooperate with in the firm's as well as your joint interest. However, for some reason you simply don't like your colleague very much; and the same also holds for your colleague, i.e., he or she is not a big fan of you either. What does this imply for your willingness to cooperate with each other in the team? It seems reasonable to presume that the effect is negative, i.e., team members who don't like each other are less likely to cooperate than if they like each other. Our conjecture in this study is that there exists a gender difference in this effect: women may react more strongly to mutual (dis)likability than men.
There is evidence that women seem more responsive to details of the social interaction (Croson and Gneezy, 2009 ), but we are not aware of any study that considers gender differences in likability effects explicitly. To this extent, the approach in this paper is exploratory. The only paper that comes close is Benenson et al. (2009) . In a questionnaire study with college roommates the authors analyze men's and women's thresholds of tolerance for genetically unrelated same sex individuals. Tolerance is defined as the acceptance of stresses and strains within a personal relationship. Benenson et al. show that women are less likely to accept a given level of stress with their roommate than men. This is not only reflected in their answers to the questionnaire, but also in a higher frequency of room switches and relocations within a given period of time.
The results in our study confirm these effects. Based on a novel lab experiment, which allows us to control the degree of mutual likability in a team, we find that mutual likability has indeed a stronger impact on behavior for female participants than for male participants.
Moreover, the effect exclusively comes from same sex teams. In the experiment we focus on two different games, a one-shot cooperation game and a repeated coordination game. We choose these games because cooperation and coordination are essential features of teamwork 1 With regard to gender differences in wage outcomes see, for instance, Altonji and Blank (1999) , Bertrand et al. (2010) and Goldin (2014) . Bertrand and Hallock (2001) and Kleven et al. (2015) provide evidence for the underrepresentation of women in higher levels of corporate hierarchies. In a similar vein, Cassidy and Kauhanen (2016) and Frederiksen and Kato (forthcoming) document that promotion probabilities within and across firms and the likelihood of being appointed to top management positions are significantly lower for women than for men.
2 See also studies surveyed in Bertrand (2011) , Croson and Gneezy (2009) , and Eckel and Grossman (2008a) . Buser et al. (2014) show that gender differences in competitiveness and risk taking are important drivers of career relevant choices.
2 across many organizational contexts. Our results reveal the same behavioral pattern in both games. In particular, in same sex teams women cooperate significantly less and also coordinate on Pareto-inferior equilibria if mutual likability in their team is low than if it is high. Men, on the other hand, achieve high levels of cooperation and coordination outcomes independent of mutual likability in their team.
Our results are in line with evidence suggesting that women are in general more responsive to details of the social interaction. As Croson and Gneezy (2009) write in their meta-study:
"social preferences of women are more situationally specific than those of men; women are neither more nor less socially oriented, but their social preferences are more malleable" (p.448). 3
Interestingly, however, in case of likability this only holds for same sex teams, as our results
show. In mixed sex teams, we find that both female and male participants react similarly and significantly to mutual likability in the two games. Both cooperate less and coordinate on less efficient Nash equilibria if likability in the mixed sex team is low. In sum, our experimental results document a consistent and robust finding: (dis)likability matters for team performance, except for all-male teams. This finding has interesting implications for our understanding of gender differences in firms and organizations. If mutual likability is less important in all-male environments, dislikability becomes a hurdle -or, equivalently, likability becomes an asset -for women but not for men. Consider, for example, wage negotiations with a male superior (Babcock and Laschever, 2003) . Since female employees may fear that their superior perceives them as less likable if they demand a high wage, they may be reluctant to ask for it, whereas male employees do not need to care. The important conclusion and policy recommendation is that firms should downplay (dis)likability considerations at the workplace. This may not always be possible completely, but our results suggest that a professional and "likability-neutral" work culture may enhance the career perspectives and the more general labor market outcomes of women significantly.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides details of the design of our experiment. In Section 3 we discuss the results. Section 4 concludes.
Experimental design
In the experiment, participants were either matched with another participant from the same or from the opposite sex. We refer to the resulting two-player teams as "same sex" and "mixed sex" matchings, respectively. To achieve maximum prior anonymity between matching partners, we conducted the experiment simultaneously at two different locations in Germany that are approximately 250 kilometers apart (Frankfurt and Düsseldorf). All teams consisted of one participant from either location. Before describing the experimental games, we provide more information about the matching protocol.
Matching protocol
In each session, always eight female and eight male subjects participated at both locations.
Upon arrival at the experimental site, we took standardized portrait photographs of each participant. Participants were asked to express a neutral look and were not allowed to smile as this might have affected their impression on others (Centorrino et al., 2015) . Immediately thereafter participants were presented with their own photographs and in case someone was dissatisfied with it, a second photograph was taken. Subsequently, participants drew a lottery ticket that assigned them to a computer in the lab. For the purpose of the experiment we created a virtual lab of 32 participants by connecting sixteen computers from either lab via the internet.
The experiment consisted of three parts. In each part, participants received information in form of written instructions that were distributed at the beginning of the respective part. 4
In the first part of the experiment, participants were randomly divided into four matching groups (of eight subjects each). Each matching group comprised four subjects from either location. While subjects received no information about the other group members from their own location, the first decision screen on the computer presented them with the photographs of the four group members from the other location. In the same sex matchings, these participants were all of the same sex as the subject him-or herself. In the mixed sex matchings, conversely, all of them were of the opposite sex. The instructions emphasized that the participants shown on the photographs simultaneously participated in the experiment in an experimental lab located in another German city. Apart from that, we did not provide any further details about the location or the displayed participants.
The instructions on the first decision screen asked the participants to rate, based on the photographs, how likable (in German: "sympathisch") they found each of the four displayed individuals. Ratings had to be entered separately for each photograph on an 11-point Likert scale ranging from "very unlikable" to "very likable". 5 Based on these ratings, the computer generated an ordinal ranking that was shown to the participant on decision screen 2. Rank 1 was assigned to the photograph that the participant granted the highest likability rating, rank 2 to the photograph that he or she granted the second highest likability rating, and so on. In case of a tie, multiple photographs were assigned the same rank. Then, the second decision screen asked participants to enter their final unambiguous likability ranking from 1 to 4, to rule out ties in likability ranks.
We used these likability ranks to inform subjects about their mutual likability in later stages of the experiment. The main advantage compared to absolute ratings is that relative ranks are directly interpretable and less susceptible to individual taste differences in the assessment of likability. We will, however, include subjects' absolute ratings in our analyses, as well.
To generate sufficient variation with regard to mutual (dis)likability within teams, we matched participants based on the likability rankings they provided us with. More precisely, 4 A full set of the instructions is available at https://www.dropbox.com/s/aed3p9rd2ds38vw/Gender_ Cooperation_Coordination%5BInstructions%5D.pdf?dl=0.
5 See sample screen shots in Appendix B.
4 our matching algorithm, first, calculated the 16 sums of mutually assigned likability ranks for all possible combinations of the four plus four participants within a matching group from both locations. For example, if two participants had assigned each other rank 1, their sum of ranks was equal to 2, if both had assigned each other rank 3, their sum of ranks was equal to 6, and so forth. Across sessions, we implemented two different matching protocols. In half of the sessions, subjects with the highest sum of ranks were matched first, those with the second highest sum thereafter, and so on. In the other half of the sessions, the matching protocol worked the other way round: Subjects with the lowest sum of ranks were matched first and the remaining subjects thereafter. This procedure allowed us to make maximal use of the given ranks to obtain sufficient variation with regard to mutual likability within teams. Note that we did not provide participants with details about our matching procedure. 6
Cooperation game
At the beginning of the second part of the experiment, participants received the instructions to a one-shot, linear public goods game. Notably, at this point, they were not informed yet, with whom they were going to be matched in this experimental game.
In our public goods game, two players can each contribute any integer value out of an initial endowment of 6 Euros to a joint project. Contributions to the project are multiplied by 1.5 and equally distributed between the two players. Formally, the payoff for each player is given by
where c i represents player i's individual contribution for i = 1, 2. Assuming that both players maximize their individual payoff, the game has a unique Nash equilibrium, in which every player contributes zero. However, players maximize their joint payoff by contributing 6 each, yielding a payoff of 9 Euros to every player.
After participants had read the instructions and correctly answered a series of control questions, they were informed about their matching partner. For this, we displayed the matching partner's photograph on the computer screen (see sample screen shots in Appendix B 6 Importantly, there is neither a statistically significant difference in the distributions of mutually assigned likability ranks between male and female teams nor between same sex and mixed sex teams (Fisher exact test, p ≥ 0.446).
7 It is possible that participants might update their likability evaluation of the other player after they receive information about how they are evaluated by the other person. The likability measure we use in our analysis does not capture any such effects. Since updating after being positively (negatively) surprised would presumably result in an even lower (higher) likability rank for the matching partner, we consider our results a lower bound of (dis)likability effects.
Subsequently, both players made their decision in the public goods game. Moreover, we elicited their beliefs concerning the expected contribution of the other player. Participants could earn an additional 2 Euros, if their estimation was in the range of +/− 1 Euros of the other player's actual contribution. We informed participants about the outcome of the public goods game and the correctness of their belief only at the end of the experiment.
Coordination game
In the third part of the experiment, participants played a classic coordination game, in which they interacted once again with the same person as in the public goods game. The payoff structure of the coordination game is based on the minimum-effort game of van Huyck et al.
(1990), applied to a two-player set-up.
In this game, two players simultaneously choose an integer between 1 and 7. A player's payoff (in Euros) is given by
where g i represents player i's chosen number for i = 1, 2. Table 1 shows the payoff table for the possible combinations of one's own and the other player's chosen number: 5; 7 7; 8 9; 9 9; 8 9; 7 9; 6 9; 5 4 4; 7 6; 8 8; 9 10; 10 10; 9 10; 8 10; 7 5 3; 7 5; 8 7; 9 9; 10 11; 11 11; 10 11; 9 6 2; 7 4; 8 6; 9 8; 10 10; 11 12; 12 12; 11 7 1; 7 3; 8 5; 9 7; 10 9; 11 11; 12 13; 13
Assuming that both players aim at maximizing their individual payoff, the coordination game has seven strict Nash equilibria, in each of which both players choose the same number.
The Nash equilibria are Pareto ranked, with the equilibrium in which both players choose 7 yielding the highest payoff of 13 Euros to both players. However, this equilibrium is not without risks, because if the other player deviates, a player suffers a payoff loss of up to 12
Euros (in case the other player chooses 1). In contrast, the equilibrium (1, 1), in which both players choose their maximin strategy, provides a secure payoff of 7 Euros.
To allow for learning and investigate possible dynamic effects, participants played the coordination game over ten rounds. At the end of the experiment one round was randomly selected for payment. To make sure that the participants understood the rules of the game, they again answered a series of control questions before taking decisions in the game. Moreover, the computer screen displayed once more the photograph of the matching partner together with the information about mutual likability rankings (same information screen as in part 2) before the game started.
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All sessions were conducted simultaneously at the FLEX computer lab of Goethe University Frankfurt and the DICE computer lab of the University of Düsseldorf in the summer of 2012. Subjects were students from different disciplines at the two universities and were recruited via ORSEE (Greiner, 2004) . In total, 224 subjects participated in the experiment with 128 observations in the same sex matchings and 96 in the mixed sex matchings. All decisions were made on a computer using z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2007) . A session lasted approximately 75 minutes, in which subjects earned on average 21 Euros.
Additional independent ratings
To assess the robustness of our likability effects, in particular with regard to potential correlates -like, e.g., attractiveness -we obtained additional, independent ratings for each photograph. In total, 137 students (68 female, 69 male) from a third German University (University of Mainz) participated in these rating sessions. In a post-participation survey, none of these raters indicated to having participated in the original experiment, nor did anyone state to know any of the photographed individuals. Each independent rater was presented with a set of photographs from one session of the original experiment comprising 16 male and 16 female individuals. The order in which photographs were presented was randomized across raters. On average, we obtained 20 independent ratings per photograph (approx. 10 entered by female raters, 10 by male raters). These ratings covered six different variables: likability, attractiveness, cooperativeness, dominance, kindness, and trustworthiness. Just as likability in the original experiment, each variable was evaluated on an 11-point Likert scale. Raters were paid a flat fee of 10 Euros for participation. The rating sessions lasted on average about 50 minutes.
Results
We present our results as follows. We first show that there are no significant gender differences in the original likability ratings of female and male participants in the main experiment. Next we turn to the effect of (dis)likability in the cooperation and coordination game. In both games we first run separate non-parametric tests for same sex and mixed sex teams. In a
second step, we then analyze both matching types in a joint regression analysis.
Likability ratings
Do men and women rate the likability of others differently? Recall that every participant rated four photographs -either from the same sex (same sex matchings) or from the opposite sex (mixed sex matchings) at the beginning of the experiment. Kolmogorow-Smirnov tests confirm that neither the distribution of within-person means of likability ratings, nor the distribution of within-person standard deviations of these ratings differ significantly across gender or matching type (p ≥ 0.238). 8 We thus conclude that male and female participants assess the likability of others based on photographs similarly.
8 Unless stated otherwise, all p-values are based on two-sided tests.
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Further support comes from a comparison of the original likability ratings in the experiment and the additional variables that we elicited in the post-experimental survey with independent raters. Of all elicited variables, the original likability rating is the strongest correlated with the likability rating as assessed by the independent raters. This is true when considering the entire sample and when examining the sub-samples of male and female subjects separately. This suggests that independent and original raters closely agree on what it means to evaluate a particular face with respect to likability -irrespective of the gender of the rated person. 9 We further find that likability is positively correlated with other positive characteristics like kindness, cooperativeness, trustworthiness, and attractiveness. This is true for male and female subjects. Of these, the correlations between the original likability rating and attractiveness are always the lowest. In order to differentiate between the effects of likability and attractiveness, we will run robustness checks in which we control for the latter in a "gender adjusted" way. That is, when we consider the behavior of male (female) subjects, we include the average attractiveness rating of their matching partner, assessed by male (female) independent raters as a control variable in the regressions. As we will discuss in detail below, our results regarding the effects of (dis)likability do not depend on the inclusion of this control variable.
Behavior in the cooperation game
In line with previous research (Balliet et al., 2011) The picture, however, changes once we include the effect of likability. Figure 1 shows the mean contribution of men and women in low and high mutual likability same sex teams (the displayed standard errors are calculated at the individual level). To create these subgroups, we divide the two gender samples according to a median split based on the sum of likability ranks within each team. Recall that the smallest sum of likability ranks is 2, which is the case if both players rank each other on rank 1. The largest sum is 8, which happens if both rank each other on rank 4. The median value of the sum of ranks in both samples is equal to 5.
We obtain 30 (34) observations of high (low) mutual likability teams in each gender sample, comprising all teams in which the sum of ranks is below (above or equal to) the median value. The table displays mean values and standard deviations that are given in parentheses. Difference is defined as the difference between the expectation about the matching partner's contribution and his/her actual contribution. Precision is defined as the absolute difference between the expectation about the matching partner's contribution and his/her actual contribution.
As Figure 1 (cf. also The table displays mean values and standard deviations that are given in parentheses. Difference is defined as the average of the differences between the expectation about the matching partner's contribution and his/her actual contribution. Precision is defined as the absolute difference between the expectation about the matching partner's contribution and his/her actual contribution.
Just like in same sex teams we find a strong likability effect for women in mixed sex teams. Table 3 shows that female participants contribute on average 4.70 Euros to the public good in high mutual likability teams, while they contribute more than 27% less in low mutual likability teams (Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.022). However, in contrast to same sex teams, we observe a significant and even slightly stronger (dis)likability effect for men in mixed sex teams as well.
In low mutual likability teams they contribute almost 34% less than in high mutual likability teams (Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.005). Table 2 and Table 3 provide summary statistics for subjects' expectations about their matching partners' contributions to the public good as well as for the difference between these expectations and actually observed contributions. Considering the last two columns in these tables, we find that the average difference between subjects' expectations and their matching partner's actual contributions is relatively small. This, however, hides the fact that some participants overestimate the other player's contribution while others underestimate it.
If instead we take the absolute difference between expectations and actual contributions (what we call "precision"), we see that the average is considerably larger. In general, we do not find any significant effects of gender, type of matching (same sex or mixed sex) or mutual likability considerations on subjects' ability to predict their matching partner's contributions. 11
Regression analysis
We corroborate and extend our above findings in a regression analysis. Regressions come with the advantage of allowing us to control for the matching partner's attractiveness and other visible characteristics such as wearing of glasses or jewelry, hair color, as well as (nonEuropean) ethnicity that might influence both likability ratings and contributions. Moreover, while our main focus is on mutual likability that is reflected in the matching pairs' sum of ranks, regressions allow us to disentangle the effects of likability ranks for and the likability ranks received from the matching partner while controlling for the respective other. In order to compare men's and women's behavior across same sex and mixed sex matchings, we consider three-way interaction models. Table A .2 in the Appendix displays the complete regression results, Table 4 summarizes the main effects for men and women in same sex and mixed sex matchings. we find that women react significantly more negatively to the likability rank they receive from the matched person than men. For this, compare the corresponding entries in Table 4 and see the significantly negative coefficient of Rank from m. p. × Female in Table A .2. Men, on the other hand, contribute significantly less if they assigned a low likability rank to their male matching partner (see the significantly negative main effect of Rank for m. p. in Table 4 ).
Men do, however, not significantly react to the likability rank they receive from their male partner. Their reaction to receiving a low likability rank from a female matching partner is comparably stronger (see the significantly negative coefficient of Rank from m. p. × Mixed sex in Table A .2). In fact, the corresponding main effect of Rank from m. p. for mixed sex matchings in Table 4 is significantly negative for men, but not for women.
Our results do not change if we include additional controls for facial characteristics (compare models (1) and (2) as well as models (3) and (4) of Table A .2 in the Appendix). In particular, if we include the matching partner's attractiveness as assessed by our independent ratings as an additional variable, it neither has a significant effect on contributions (p ≥ 0.608) nor does it alter the effect of likability. Also, controlling for the absolute likability rating instead of the likability rank that is assigned to the matching partner does not change our results (see the robustness checks in model (5) and (6) of Table A .2).
In Table A.3 and Table A .4 in the Appendix we address the question in how far expectations about the matching partner's cooperativeness shape subjects' own contributions. The only difference is that, instead of contributions, we now use subjects' expectations about their matching partner's contribution as dependent variable. The results mirror closely our findings from above. This indicates that subjects' expectations depend significantly on mutual likability, suggesting that low contributions in case of low mutual likability are not driven by a desire for retaliation, but rather manifestations of a similarly low expectation regarding the contribution of the other player.
In sum, our results in the cooperation game show that female cooperation is negatively affected by mutual dislikability in both same sex and mixed sex teams. To the contrary, men care about mutual likability only in mixed sex teams. In particular, both men and women react negatively to low likability ranks received from a female matching partner. We next analyze behavior in the coordination game, to see whether these results generalize to a different strategic setting.
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3.3 Behavior in the coordination game
Same sex teams
Recall that in each of the 10 rounds of the coordination game team members choose numbers between 1 and 7. The game has seven strict Nash equilibria in which both players choose the same number. These equilibria are Pareto ranked with payoffs ranging from 7 Euros in equilibrium (1, 1) to 13 Euros in equilibrium (7, 7). Consider panel (b) first. The graphs reveal that both male and female teams coordinate very quickly in case of high mutual likability. The within-team difference is basically zero from round three (five) onward in male (female) teams. In low mutual likability teams, coordination takes a bit more time, but also here participants coordinate remarkably well -in particular in male teams. While female teams do not always reach full coordination in case of low mutual likability, they do get close: from round 6 onward, at most one out of the 17 female low mutual likability teams chooses numbers that differ by more than 1.
Yet, when looking at panel (a) we see that female and male teams behave very differently
with respect to what equilibrium they coordinate on. The figure reveals two key findings:
First, women choose significantly lower numbers in low mutual likability teams than in high mutual likability teams. While average numbers are above 6 and very quickly converge to 7 if mutual likability is high in female teams, the average numbers basically stay around 5.5 over the ten rounds if mutual likability is low (Mann-Whitney test comparing female high vs. low 13 mutual likability teams: p ≤ 0.005 from round 3 onward). 12 Second and in contrary, male participants choose high numbers close to 7 right from the start. More importantly, they do so irrespective of mutual (dis)likability (Mann-Whitney test comparing male high vs. low mutual likability teams: p ≥ 0.181 in all rounds except round 5). 13 When comparing gender differences conditional on mutual likability, we find that with the exception of rounds 1, 2 and 5 there are no significant differences in chosen numbers between female and male high mutual likability teams. 14 However, in low mutual likability teams these differences are highly significantly (Mann-Whitney test, p ≤ 0.016 in all rounds).
Thus, also in the coordination game we see that female teams react to mutual likability, while male teams do not, or at least to a much smaller degree. While there is no gender effect on participants' ability to coordinate per se in same sex teams, we find a strong gender effect of likability with regard to equilibrium outcomes. Literally all male teams successfully coordinate on the Pareto efficient equilibrium (7, 7) eventually, irrespective of the level of mutual (dis)likability. This does, however, not hold for female teams.
Mixed sex matchings
Next, we present the results for coordination in mixed sex teams. Figure 4 depicts the average chosen numbers (panel (a)) and within-team differences (panel (b)) of female and male participants in low (broken lines) and high (solid lines) mutual likability teams. Again, consider panel (b) first. As evident, although coordination takes a bit more time and differences between numbers are initially slightly larger compared to same sex teams, almost all mixed sex teams coordinate eventually on equilibrium, i.e., choose the same number, irrespective of the level of mutual likability. Mann-Whitney tests reveal for none of the ten 12 In round 1 the difference is not significant (p = 0.236), in round 2 the difference is marginally significant (p = 0.0995).
13 In round 5: p = 0.054. 14 Mann-Whitney tests, p = 0.059 in round 1, p = 0.024 in round 2, p = 0.040 in round 5 and p ≥ 0.133 in the remaining rounds. rounds a significant difference between the high and low mutual likability groups (p ≥ 0.353).
Panel (a), however, shows that equilibrium outcomes crucially depend on (dis)likability.
While high mutual likability teams reach equilibria (6, 6) or (7, 7) relatively quickly, numbers in low mutual likability teams stay between 5 and 6 in most of the rounds. Interestingly, in high mutual likability teams women choose significantly lower numbers than men in the first two rounds (Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.006 in round 1, p = 0.053 in round 2) but then reach similarly high levels from round 3 onward (p ≥ 0.213). Presumably, the men's unresponsiveness in the first rounds facilitates coordination on a high-payoff equilibrium later on. This is not the case in low mutual likability teams. Here the chosen numbers of both male and female team members stay at comparably lower levels over all rounds.
It seems remarkable that mixed teams find it more difficult to coordinate on the Pareto efficient Nash equilibrium, given the easiness with which same sex teams are able to solve the problem (cf. Section 3.3.1) -in particular, in case of high mutual likability. In sum, our results from the coordination game clearly show that very much like in the cooperation game, women and men are equally affected by mutual likability concerns in mixed sex teams.
Regression analysis
We again corroborate and extend our non-parametric findings in a regression analysis. Model (1) in Table A .5 in the Appendix together with the corresponding F-test results displayed in Table 5 show that the chosen numbers of both men and women in their respective same sex matchings are significantly affected by mutual likability (p = 0.071 for men, p = 0.024 for women). However, while the effect is small for men, it is large and also significantly stronger for women (see the coefficient of the significantly negative interaction term Sum of ranks × Female in Table A .5).
Again, the above results remain unchanged if we include further controls for facial characteristics in model (2) of Table A.5. Also, the partner's attractiveness has no significant effect on chosen numbers in the coordination game (p ≥ 0.201 in all regressions in Table A .5). When we separate team members' sum of likability ranks, model (3) of Table A .5 reveals that in same sex matchings women react significantly more negatively than men to the likability rank they receive from the other player (consider also the corresponding main effect and F-test result in Table 5 , p = 0.008). The effect remains robust to the inclusion of control variables for facial characteristics in model (4) and also if we take subjects' full likability ratings into account instead of their likability ranks (see model (5) and (6) in Table A .5).
Taken as a whole, in the coordination game we find a similar behavioral pattern as in the cooperation game: Female pairs' ability to coordinate on the Pareto efficient equilibrium is significantly more affected by mutual likability considerations than male pairs'. In mixed sex matchings, on the other hand, also men react to the mutual likability information leading to sizable efficiency losses. (1) and (3) in Table A .5 in the Appendix.
Conclusion
Our lab experiment provides new evidence for gender differences in economic and social interactions. In a two-player one-shot cooperation game and a repeated coordination game, we document that mutual likability significantly shapes players' behavior. If mutual likability is low (i.e., players like each other relatively little), players cooperate less and coordinate on less efficient equilibria than in case mutual likability is high (i.e., players like each other relatively more). Importantly, this result holds only for teams that contain at least one female member.
It does, conversely, not hold for all-male teams. In the latter type of teams, men do not seem to care much about likability. They both cooperate and coordinate well independent of the degree of mutual likability in their team. Since our likability ratings are based on a photograph of the other player, we include robustness checks in which we control for attractiveness and further facial characteristics. This leaves our main results unaffected.
We believe that these findings offer a new perspective on gender differences in labor market outcomes. Basically, what our results say is that for women, likability is an asset -or equivalently, dislikability is a hurdle -in every of their interactions. For men, on the other hand, likability matters only if they are to interact with the opposite sex. This finding is all the more important, as our results show that the overall effect of (dis)likability is negative, i.e., dislikability looms larger than likability.
Our results document a clear disadvantage for women in terms of average payoffs in the experiment. Aggregated over both experimental games, female participants earn 4.36 percent less than males. In same-sex teams, average earnings are even 7.75 percent lower. 15 Note that these average earnings are based on a balanced matching between male and female participants in a controlled lab experiment in which further influences such as discrimination in wage-setting can be ruled out. Given that in many labor market contexts -and in particular in better-paid jobs and top management positions -interaction with (and between) male colleagues represent the present standard, our results most likely underestimate the impact of likability effects on gender differences in labor market outcomes in the field. (1) and (3) in Table A .4 in the Appendix. Pooled OLS regressions with standard errors that are clustered at the matching pair level and given in parentheses: * p<0.10, * * p<0.05, * * * p<0.01. Controls include attractiveness of the matched player as well as dummies indicating whether the matched player wears glasses or jewelry, has dark hair, or a European appearance.
